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5414 Federal Register I Vat 58. M. 12 I ThuiSday. )imU.ary 21. 1993 I Noticu 

make m oral p~ntation at the 
canfenmca. A nanputy who hu· 
testimoay tbll may aid the 
Comm;•ioo'a delibmations may request · 
pennissioa tD prasent a short statement 
at the CiDDflnaca. 
Writta Suhmieiom 

M provided iD §i 201.8 and 207.15 of 
the Commiuion's rul•. any person may 
submit to the Commission on or before 
Febnwy 8. 1993, a written brief 
ccmtaiDiDg informatiOD md arpments 
pertinent ·to the subject matter of the 
investipticmL Parties may &le written 
testimolly in c:mmection with their 
presentation at the conference no later 
than tbz. (3) days before the · 
conf9renc:e. Ubriefs or written 
testiJDODy c:cmtaiD BPI. they must 
conform with the requi:ements of 
§§ 201.&. 207.3. and 207.7 of the 
CoD11Dission 's rules. 

In aa::mdam:e with §§ 201. l&(c) and. 
207 .3 of the rules. each document filed 
by a party tD tbe investigations must be 
served GD all other parties tp the 
investiptiom (as identified by either 
the public ar BPI service list), and a 
certificate of service must be timely 
filed. The Seaetary will not accept a 
document for 5.ling without a certificate 
of service; 

Authoritr. Tbme i.avesti@alions are being 
conducted unde:r· alltl:o:itv of the Tcriff Act 
of 1930. title VILT= cotl:e is publuhed 
pursuant to S 207.12 c!the Commission's 
n,iles. 

Issued; )IDuuy 13. 1993. 
By order of tbe Cam.mission. 

PaulLBanlas. 
Actings~. 

IFR Doc. 93-1322 Filed 1-14-93; 2:15 pmJ 
lllWNG Cl* 71D1M1:M1 
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lntematlonel Tr8de Administration 

[A-351-820, A-721-«>1] 

lnltldon of AntJdumplng Duty 
lnwetJgatJone: Ferroalllcon From 
Brall Md Egypt 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
Department of Commerce. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 8, 1993. 
FOR FURTHER INFOAMATION CONTACT: 
Mary Jenkins, Office of Antidumping 
lnvaatigationa, Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th 
Street and Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC 20230: telephone (202) 
482-1758. 

1111A110N Of INVESTIGATIONS: 

The Petitiou. 
On January 12, 1993, we received 

petitions filed in proper form by 
AIMCX>R. Alabama Silicon, Inc., 
American Alloys, Inc., Globe 
Metallurgical, Inc., Silicon Metaltecb 
Inc., United Autoworkers of America 
Local 523, United Steelworkers of 
America Locals 12646, 2528, 5171 and 
3081, and Oil, Chemical I: Atomic 
Workers Local 389 (petitioners). In 
ea:ordance with 19 CFR 353.12. the 
petitioners allege that ferrosilicon &om 
Brazil and Egypt la being, or la likely to 
be, sold in the United States at lea than. 
fair value within the meening of section 
731 of the Tariff Ad. of 1930, u 
amended (the Ad.), and that these 
imports 119 materially injuring. or 
threaten material injury to, a U.S. 
industry. 

The petitioners have stated that they 
have atanding to m. the petitions· 
becauae they 119 intereated parties. u 
defined under 18diom 771(9)(C) md 
m(a)(D) of the Act. and because the 
petitions W8J8 med OD behalf of the U.S. 



tfiiji•iillriAot~fiJ~IH ·1-''iJ1-1 ·1~r11•1~·· ;- li"lt'l: ~,i=q~P~ .. r111 f r l lt fp I ·1 t •la.ls 1r;:,fs-l1 :t i 11 a t ~. a.&' 11 . a-a. • a.I a. I I 111 JI !'9 a. I Ji I: ~ 
. . -

JHIUftH!JlHPfftll1·1nn1JlHl1UJPit1 i~li1 [ ilf lfJH~l(JriflJU ~ . 
1s-i'.u a'!irti!l1l!t~h-FF~l J~ut1;tJll[t~K1f ~irhl I Jt•·~jf..j!'i{.f!r J ~ 

fll.fl?l1trlll!fr1;;if.[ir · ~fllli~~l1fal JI! 
t~I f I r [' !~t -~~,r!~earr s!r 

it i 'UIUiUU l IH!~lf f l~J1!!f Hill11l!llf Hf!r 1HUliHL1HIHt ~ 
l1rr~A-l1 '°#Do 1 JQ.8.f 1 g 
8 1!-:l.[1 l&'!.Jf J 111:; a. I& It:! D-o 

e f'l fttB ~i if l: Er irf a. ifa."' l ~· _'11 ·s-f fr 
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Commiuioo (ITC) of these Idiom and 
we han done IO. 

PnlimiaarJ' n.t.miutiaaa bf t.be ITC 

nae rrc will dMmmin• by Febnwv 
28, 1993, whetbc there ii a NUOD.able 
lndicatioo that import.I of rem.wean 
&om Brazil and Egypt uw matm.ally 
injuring. or threaten material lntw'Y to, 
a U.S. lnduatry. A.11y m: determination 
which la neptin will nllUlt In the 
respectiw iDvMtiptioo being 
terminated: otbarwt... tbe 
iDVHtipliona will proceed to 
concluaioo ln eccoidance with the 
statutory ud regulatory time Umita. 

'Ibis notice ii publilhea punuant to 
eectioo 732(c)(-2) of the Act and 18 Q'R 
353.t3(b). 

IJeted:. Ptbnmy 1, 1993. 
,...,.. A. Spmtal. 

Ac:ttni Aai.dant Ser:J'llfmy /or lmpon 
Admiailomion.. 
IPR Dae. ~2171 Piled 2~3: 1:45 eml 
au.a CDlll •t ..... 

7531 
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APPENDIX B 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS IN THE HEARING AND THE CO~ENCE 
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CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Those listed below appeared as witnesses at the United States International 
Trade Commission's hearing: 

Subject 

Inv. No. 

Date and Time 

FERROSILICON FROM THE 
PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF 
CHINA, KAZAKHSTAN, 
RUSSIA, UKRAINE, AND 
VENEZUELA 

303-TA-23 (Final) 
731-TA-566-570 (Final) 

Janu~ry 22, 1993 - 9:30 a.m. 

Sessions were held in connection with the investigation in the Main Hearing 
Room 101 of the United States International Trade Commission, 500 E St., S. \V ., 
Washington, D.C. 

OPENING REMARKS: 

Petitioner (Mr. Kramer) 

Respondents (Mr. Finlayson) 

In support of Imposition of 
Antidumpin& Duties/Countervailine: 

Baker & Botts 
Washington, D.C, 
On behalf of 

AIMCOR 
Alabam~ Silicon, Inc. 
American Alloys, Inc. 
Globe Metallurgical, Inc. 
Silicon Metaltecfl Inc. 
Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers Local 389 
United Autoworkers of America Local 523 
United Steelworkers of America, 

Locals 2528, 3081, 5171 and 12646 

Dr. Kenneth R. Button, Vice President, 
Economic Consulting Services, Inc. 

William D. Beard, President and CEO, 
American Alloys, Inc. 



In support of Imposition of 
Antidumpin& Duties/Countervailin&: 

Baker & Botts 
Washington, D.C. 
On behalf of 

B-3 

Alfred F. Koestner, Director of Marketing, 
Metals Division, Applied Industrial 
Materials Corporation 

William D. Kramer 
John B. Veach III 
Michael X. Marinelli 

In Opposition to the Imposition of 
Antidumpin&/Countervailine Duties: 

Shearman. & Sterling 
Washingt~m, D.C. · 
On behalf of 

S.A. des Minerais 

Minerais U.S. Inc. 

) 
)-OF COUNSEL 
) 

Grant E. Finlayson )--OF COUNSEL 
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CALENDAR OF THE PUBLIC CONFERENCE 

Those listed below appeared as witnesses at the United States International 
Trade Commission's conference: 

Subject: FERROSILICON FROM BRAZIL AND EGYPT 
Investigations Nos. 731-TA-641-642 (Preliminary) 

Time and Date: February 3, 1993 - 9:30 a.m. 

Sessions were held in connection with the investigations in the Main Hearing 
Room 101 of the United States International Trade Commission, 500 E Street, SW, 
Washington DC. 

In Support of the Imposition of Countervailin2 and Antidumpin2 Duties: 

Baker & Botts--Counsel 
Washington, DC 
On behalf of 

AIMCOR; Alabama Silicon, Inc.; American Alloys, Inc.; Globe Metallurgical, 
Inc.; Silicon Metaltech, Inc.; Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers Union (local 
389); United Autoworkers of America Union (locals 523 and 12646); and 
United Steelworkers of America Union (locals 2528, 3081; and 5171) 

Kenneth R. Button, Vice President 
Economic Consulting Services, Inc. 

William Kramer 

John B. Veach Ill 

) 
)--OF COUNSEL 
) 

In Opposition to the Imposition of Countervailin2 and Antidumpin2 Duties: 

Rogers & Wells 
Washington, DC 
On behalf of 

Ulrich Krauskopf, Vice President 
MG Ores and Alloys 

Robin Snyder, Administrator 
ACI Chemicals 

William Silverman 

Doug Heffner 

) 
)--OF COUNSEL 
) 



C-1 

APPENDIX C 

SUMMARY DATA 
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Table C-1 
Ferrosilicon: SU11111ary data concerning the U.S. market, 1989-91, January-September 1991, and January-September 
1992 

(Quantity=silicon-content short tons, value=l,000 dollars, unit values and unit labor costs are per 
silicon-content short ton, period changes"'Percent, except where noted) 

Item 

U.S. consumption quantity: 
Amount .........•.......... , 
Producers' share 11 .. ..... . 
Importers' share: 1/ 

China .............•...... 
Kazakhstan .............. . 
Russia .................. . 
Ukraine .•................ 
Venezuela ............... . 
Brazil .................. . 
Egypt ................... . 

Subtotal .........•..... 
Argentina ............... . 

Subtotal .............. . 
Other sources~/ ........ . 

Total ................. . 
U.S. consumption value: 

Amount .................... . 
Producers' share 1/ ....... . 
Importers' share: l/ 

China ................... . 
Kazakhstan .............. . 
Russia .................. . 
Ukraine ................. . 
Venezuela ............... . 
Brazil. ................. . 
Egypt ................... . 

Subtotal .............. . 
Argentina ............... . 

Subtotal .............. . 
Other sources~/ ........ . 

Total. ................ . 
U.S. importers' imports from--

China: 
Imports quantity ........ . 
Imports value ........... . 
Unit value .............. . 
Ending inventory qty .... . 

Kazakhstan: 
Imports quantity ........ . 
Imports value ........... . 
Unit value ...•........... 
Ending inventory qty ..... 

Russia: 
Imports quantity ........ . 
Imports value ........... . 
Unit value .............. . 
Ending inventory qty .... . 

Ukraine: 
Imports quantity ........ . 
Imports value ........... . 
Unit value .............. . 
Ending inventory qty .... . 

Vene~uela: 
Imports quantity ........ . 
Imports value ........... . 
Unit value .............. . 
Ending inventory qty .... . 

Brazil: 
Imports quantity ........ . 
Imports value ........... . 
Unit value .............. . 
Ending inventory qty .... . 

Reported data 

1989 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** . .... 
*** ..... 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*'"' *** 

. .... 
·*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
..... 
*** 
*** ... ..... 
*** 
*** 
**" 
'"'* 
*** 
*** 
*** 
... .... 

21,621i 
20,819 

$963 
9,978 

13,435 
12,055 

$897 
6,045 

1990 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** ... .. 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** ....... 

**" 
*** 
*** 
*** ....... 
*** 
*** 
*** 
'"'* 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** ....... 
......... 
*'"' 
........ 
"** ....... 
*** 

*** 
*** 
**" 
*** 

26,585 
16. 811 

$632 
6,514 

30,063 
20. 952 

$697 
14,242 

Footnotes appear at end of table. 

1991 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
••• 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** ..... 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** ..... 
*** 
**" 

*** 
*** ....... 
*** 

32,979 
21,561 

$654 
12,109 

11,700 
7,001 
$598 

4,785 

Jan.-Sept.--
1991 1992 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
••• 
*** 
*** ... .... 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** ..... 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** .. ..... 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

17,197 
11, 309 

$658 
6,883 

5,924 
3,904 

$659 
6,335 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** ........ 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
"** 
*** 

*** ..... 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** ....... 
... ... 
........ 

*** ......... 
*** ......... 

11, 703 
7,330 
$626 

3,687 

44'118 
26,909 

$610 
17,990 

Period changes 
Jan.-Sept. 

1989-91 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 

..... 
*** 

....... 

........ 
*** 
*** 
*** ..... 
........ 
*** 
*** ....... 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** ........ 

*** 
*** ...... 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

+52.5 
+3.6 

-32.1 
+21.4 

-12.9 
-41.9 
-33.3 
-20.8 

*** 
*"''* 
*** 
*** 
*** ......... 
*** 
*** ..... 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** ....... 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** ...... 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** ....... 
*** 

+22.9 
-19.3 
-34.3 
-34.7 

+123.8 
+73.8 
-22.3 

+135.6 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
**"' 
*** 
tn'r'l'c 

**"'' 
*** 

*** 

*** 
.*** 
*~l'r 

'It** 

**'" 
*** ....... 
........ 
*** 
'lr'in't 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

**" 
*** ....... 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

'it'tt'lt 

*** 
*** 
*** 

+24.1 
+28.3 

+3.4 
+85.9 

-61.1 
-66.6 
-14.l 
-66.4 

*~''* 
1t1r'it 

'iddr 

"/:'it* 

*''t'it 

*** 
**''t 

"in'r'it 

*''t* 
*** 

*** 
*** 
"** 

*** 
'"** 

"h"lt1r 

-31. 9 
-35.2 
-4.8 

-46.4 

+644.7 
+589.3 

-7.5 
+184.0 
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Table C-1--Continued 
Ferrosilicon: Summary data concerning the U.S. market, 1989-91, January-September 1991, and January-September 
1992 

(Quantity=silicon-content short tons, value=l,000 dollars, unit values and unit labor costs are per 
silicon-content short ton, period changes=percent, except where noted) 

Reported data Period changes 

Item 
U.S. importers' imports from--

Egypt: 
Imports quantity ........ . 
Imports value ........... . 
Unit value .............. . 
Ending inventory qty .... . 

Subject sources: 
Imports quantity ........ . 
Imports value ........... . 
Unit value .............. . 
Ending inventory qty .... . 

Argentina: 
Imports quantity ........ . 
Imports value ........... . 
Unit value .............. . 
Ending inventory qty .... . 

Subject sources (plus 
Argentina): 

Imports quantity ........ . 
Imports value ........... . 
Unit value .............. . 
Ending inventory qty .... . 

Other sources: 
Imports quantity~/ ..... . 
Imports value~/ ........ . 
Unit value~/ ........... . 

All sources: 
Imports quantity ........ . 
Imports value ........... . 
Unit value .............. . 

U.S. producers'--
Average capacity quantity .. 
Production quantity ....... . 
Capacity utilization l/ ... . 
U.S. shipments: 

Quantity ................ . 
Value ................... . 
Unit value .............. . 

Export shipments: 
Quantity ................ . 
Exports/shipments l/ .... . 
Value ................... . 
Unit value .............. . 

Ending inventory quantity .. 
Inventory/shipments l/ .... . 
Production workers ........ . 
Hours worked (l,000s) ..... . 
Total comp. ($1,000) ...... . 
Hourly total compensation .. 
Productivity (silicon-

content short ton/ 
1,000 hours) ............ . 

Unit labor costs .......... . 
Net sales value ........... . 
COGS/sales l/ ............. . 
Operating income Closs) ... . 
Op. income Closs)/sales 1/. 

1989 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

7,718 
8,312 

$1, 077 
597 

*** 
it\'t* 

44,642 
41,035 

$919 

*'"* 
*** 
*** 

318,332 
270,923 

85.l 

246,632 
254. 143 

$1,030 

10,939 
4.2 

16,319 
$1,492 
52,642 

20.4 
1,034 
2,286 

39,373 
$17.22 

118.5 
$145.33 
252,136 

83.4 
27,801 

11.0 

1990 

**" 
*** 

5,432 
3,676 

$677 
1,281 

'ft'idt 

'ft"k'it 

47,883 
39,104 

$817 

*"'* 
*** 
*** 

297,226 
227,093 

76.4 

219,185 
192,402 

$878 

8,568 
3.8 

11, 6 79 
$1, 363 
51,982 

22.8 
890 

1,875 
33,712 
$17.98 

118. 7 
$151. 44 
204,081 

99.3 
(10,253) 

(5.0) 

1991 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*"'* 
*** 
"** 
*** 
*** 

7,829 
4,857 

$620 
3,931 

**" 
*** 
""* 
*** 

43,917 
36,086 

$822 

*** 
*** 
*** 

300,918 
184,816 

61.4 

188,024 
156,341 

$831 

7,402 
3.6 

10,252 
$1, 385 
41,374 

20.6 
655 

1,405 
24,945 
$17. 75 

125.4 
$141. 59 
163,526 

102.3 
(12,406) 

(7.6) 

Jan.-Sept.--
1991 1992 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

........ 
*** ......... 
*** 

6,487 
4,005 
$617 

5,290 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

28,639 
24,217 

$846 

*** 
*** 
*** 

234,031 
147,086 

62.8 

136,897 
117. 364 

$645 

5,304 
3.7 

6,863 
$1,298 
54,669 

28.0 
729 

1,086 
19. 383 
$17.85 

129.5 
$137.85 
119, 158 

101. 9 
(8,561) 

( 7 .2) 

*** 
1r"ldt 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

0 
0 

4/ 
1,272 

*** 
*** 
*** 
**''t 

41,765 
32, 124 

$769 

*** 
*** 
*** 

217, 194 
129,298 

59.5 

119. 790 
96,467 

$805 

5, 311 
4.2 

~. 971 
$1,313 
45,571 

26.7 
611 
860 

15,795 
$18.37 

150.3 
$122.16 
104. 714 

102.3 
(6,329) 

(6.0) 

1969-91 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

+1.4 
-41.6 
-42.4 

+558.5 

*** 
*</n'r 

*** 
*** 

-1. 6 
-12.1 
-10.6 

*** 
*** 
*** 

-5.5 
-31.8 
-23.7 

-23.8 
-38.5 
-19.3 

-32.3 
-0.5 

-37 .2 
-7.2 

-21.4 
+0.2 

-36.7 
-38.5 
-36.6 
+3.1 

+5.8 
-2.6 

-35.1 
+16.9 

-144.6 
-18.6 

1/ 'Reported data' are in percent and 'period changes' are in percentage-point. 
2; An increase of less than 0.05 percentage points. 
3; Official import statistics of the U.S. Department of Comnerce. 
4; Not applicable. 
11 An increase of 1,000 percent or more. 

1989-90 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

-29.6 
-55.8 
-37.2 

+114.6 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

+7.3 
-4.7 

-11.2 

*** 
*** 
*** 

-6.6 
-16.2 
-8.7 

-11.1 
-24.3 
-14.8 

-21. 7 
-0.5 

-28.4 
-8.6 
-1.3 
+2.4 

-13.9 
-18.0 
-14.4 
+4.4 

+0.2 
+4.2 

-19.1 
+15.9 

-136.9 
-16.1 

1990-91 

**''r 
*** 
*** 
**" 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

+44.1 
+32.1 

-8.3 
+206.9 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

-8.3 
-7.7 
+0.6 

*** 
*** 
*** 

+1.2 
-18.6 
-15.0 

-14.2 
-18.7 
-5.3 

-13. 6 
21 

-12:-2 
+1.6 

-20.4 
-2.2 

-26.4 
-25.1 
-26.0 
-1.3 

+5.6 
-6.5 

-19.9 
+3.0 

-21.0 
-2.6 

Jan.-Sept. 
1991-92 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

**" 
1dr'ft 

*** 
"'** 

-100.0 
-100.0 

4/ 
-16:-0 

*** 
*** 
*"'* 
**" 

+45.8 
+32.7 

-9.0 

"** 
*"''* 

-7.2 
-12.1 
-3.3 

-13.8 
-17 .8 
-4.7 

+0.1 
+0.6 
+l. 3 
+l. l 

-16.9 
-1. 3 

-16.2 
-20.8 
-18.5 
+2.9 

+16.1 
-11.4 
-12.1 

+O .3 
+2.7 
-0.8 

Note.--Period changes are derived from the unrounded data. Period changes involving negative period data are 
positive if the amount of the negativity decreases and negative if the amount of the negativity increases. 
Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. Unit values and other ratios are calculated using 
data of firms supplying both numerator and denominator information. Part-year inventory ratios are annualized. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Comnission, 
except where noted. 
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APPENDIX D 

COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM U.S. PRODUCERS ON THE IMPACT OF 
IMPORTS OF FERROSILICON FROM ARGENTINA, BRAZIL, EGYPT, 

KAZAKHSTAN, CHINA, RUSSIA, UKRAINE, OR VEN~ZU:~LA ON THEIR 
GROWTH, INVESTMENT, ABILITY TO RAISE CAPITAL, 

AND/OR EXISTING DEVELOPMENT AND· PRODUCTION EFFORTS 
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In the final investigations, the Commission requested U.S·. producers to 
describe any actual or anticipated negative effects of imports of ferrosilicon 
from Argentina, Kazakhstan, China, Russia, Ukraine, or Venezuela on their 
gr~wth. investment, ability to raise capital, or existing development and 
production efforts, including effprts to develop a derivative or more advanced 
version of th~ product. *** indicated "no" to all questions. The remaining 
responses are as follows: 

* * * * * * * 

In the preliminary investigations, the Commission requested U.S. 
producers to describe any actual or anticipated negative effects of imports of 
ferrosilicon from Brazil and Egypt on their growth, investment, ability to 
raise capital, or existing development and produc~ion efforts, including 
efforts to develop a derivative or more advanced version of the product. *** 
indicated "no" to all questions. The remaining responses are as follows: 

* * * * * * * 
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APPENDIX E 

DATA CONCERNING ARGENTINA 
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Data on the ferrosilicon industry in Argentina are presented in table E­
l, and available U.S. pricing data on imports from Argentina are presented in 
tables E-2 and E-3. Additional information on the Argentine product follows. 

Table E-1 
Ferrosilicon: 
end-of-period 
and projected 

Argentina's production capacity, production, shipments, and 
inventories, 1989-91, January-March 1991, January-March 1992, 
1992 and 1993 

* * * * * * * 

Product Comparisons 

Four U.S. ferrosilicon producers *** and one importer *** commented on 
the imported Argentine ferrosilicon. 1 ***considered the supply of the 
Argentine material to be less reliable than that of the domestic product. *** 
indicated that no significant quality differences existed between the domestic 
and imported Argentine commodity grade ferrosilicon 75, although*** noted 
that the Argentine material was not available in odd sizes. *** noted that it 
had to screen the imported product in the United States to sell specific 
sizes, 2 and that ferrosilicon imported from Argentina is not considered by end 
users that require specialized ferrosilicon such as high-purity or low­
aluminum grades and foundry-grade inoculants. On the other hand, *** 
indicated that relatively high calcium in the Argentine ferrosilicon made it 
useful to both steel producers and iron foundries. 

Three purchasers, ***--all steel producers, commented on the quality of 
the Argentine ferrosilicon. All of these firms indicated that the imported 
Argentine commodity grade ferrosilicon 75 was comparable in quality to the 
U.S.-produced product and was priced about the same as the domestic product. 
*** asserted that the domestic ferrosilicon 75 was not always available. 

Price Trends And Price Comparisons 

Based on U.S. producer and importer questionnaire data, net weighted­
average quarterly U.S. f.o.b. prices and shipment quantities of the specified 
Argentine ferrosilicon product 1 sold to steel producers are shown during 
January 1989-September 1992 in table E-2. 3 The quarterly average selling 
price of the imported product 1 sold to steel producers *** In comparison, 

1 Importers reported importing ferrosilicon 75 from Argentina. 
2 *** reported in its questionnaire response that it screened in the United 

States about *** percent of total U.S. shipments of the imported Argentine 
ferrosilicqn between January 1989 and September 1992. The screening costs 
added *** per pound of silicon content to the U.S. selling price of the 
imported ferrosilicon. The *** reported share of import shipments that were 
screened and the *** additional cost of screening in the United States 
suggests that U.S. screening costs had*** impact on U.S. selling prices of 
the ferrosilicon imported from Argentina. 

3 Two responding U.S. importers provided the price information, which 
accounted for*** percent of the total quantity of reported U.S. shipments of 
all imported Argentine ferrosilicon between January 1989 and September 1992. 
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Table E-2 
Net weighted-average U.S. f .o.b. selling prices and quantities of ferrosilicon 
imported from Argentina, by products, by types of custome_rs, and by quarters, 
January 1989-September 1992 

* * * * * * * 

quarterly net f .o.b. prices of the domestic product 1 sold to steel producers 
fell by 37.7 percent during January 1989-September 1992. 

Based on U.S. producer and importer questionnaire data, a total•of 11 
quarterly delivered price comparisons were possible between the domestic and 
imported Argentine ferrosilicon during January 1989-September 1992 (t~ble E-
3). 4 All 11 price comparisons involved product 1 sold to steel producers. 
Severi of the 11 price comparisons showed that the imported product was priced 
less than the domestic product, with margins of underselling averaging 2.3 
percent. Four price comparisons showed that prices of the imported product 
were higher than prices of the domestic product, averaging 4.5 percent above 
prices of the domestic product. 

Lost Revenues 

*** reported lost revenue allegations involving competition from 
ferrosilicon imported from Argentina. The reported allegations totaled *** of 
lost revenues for *** million pounds of silicon content in the' ferrosilicon. 
The Commission w~s able to ·contact both. of the.purchasers cited in .the lost 
revenue allegations; the conversations are discussed below. · 

*** alleged that it offered to sell *** pounds (silicon content) of 
commodity grade ferrosilicon 75 to***· ***reportedly offered its U.S.-· 
produced ferrosilicon at *** per pound of silicon content but ·asserted. that it 
had to reduce its price to*** per pound of silicon content to make.the sale 
because of competition with ferrosilicon imported from Argentina; *** did not 
know the price of the imported material. *** 

. 4 In addition, 3 quarterly price comparisons involving the imported 
Argentine product 1 purchased by U.S. steel producers were possible based on 
delivered purchase price data reported in purchaser questionnaires. These 
data, which did not include shipments requiring SPC documentation, are not 
shown in a table but are discussed below. Two of the delivered purchase price 
comparisons showed that the imported product was priced less than the domestic 
product, with margins of underselling averaging almost *** percent. One price 
comparison showed the imported and domestic product 1 to be priced***· 
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Table E-3 
· Net U.S. delivered selling prices of the U.S. -produced and imported· Argentine 

ferrosilicon: by ~roducts ·and by types of ~ustomers, and margins of 
under/(over)selling, 1 by quarters, April 1989-September 19922 

Product 1 
Sales to steel producers 
U.S. 
producer Argentine Mafgins of 

·Period price price under/(over)selling 
I 

-------Per pound silicon content-------- Percent 
1989: 

Apr.-June ......•.. $0.5957 *** *** *** 
J-uly..,sept .........• .4995 *** *** *** 
Oct.~Dec .... ; ..... .4114 *** *** *** 

1990: 
Apr. -,June; ........ .4176 *** *** *** 
July-Sept ......... 

i991: 
.4350 *** *** ***. 

Apr. -June ... , .... -~ .3997 *** *** *** 
July-Sept ......... .3967 *** *** *** 
Oct.-Dec .......... .3800 *** *** *** 

1992: 
Jan. -Mar .......... .3580 *** *** *** 
Apr. -June .• , •....• ,3673 *** *** *** 
July-Sept ....... , .. .3874 *** *** *** 

· .1 .. The percentage price differences between the U. S . and imported Argent;ine 
ferrosilicon were calculated as differences from the U.S. producers' price. 
Figures in parentheses indicate that the price of the importedproduct was 
higher than the price of the domestic product during that quarter. 

2 The prices ~hown were based on total quarterly/semiannual requir~ment 
sale!i and a~e the averages of the domestic and imported net U.S. delivered 
quarterly selling prices of the ~eporting U.S. producers and impo~ters, · 

, weighted by each f.irm' s total quarterly sales of the specified domestic and 
Argentine products ·to the type of custom~r shown above. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in fesponse to questionnaires of the U.S. 
International Trade Commission. 
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*** alleged that it sold about *** million pounds (silicon content) of 
commodity grade ferrosilicon 75 to ***, for *** delivery. *** reportedly 
offered its U.S.-produced ferrosilicon initially at*** per pound of silicon 
content but asserted that to make the sale it had to lower its price to *** 
per pound of silicon content to match the price of Argentine ferrosilicon 
offered to *** *** did not know the competing price. 

* * * * * * * 
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APPENDIX F 

MONTHLY Th'.IPORT STATISTICS 
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Table F-1 
Ferrosilicon: U.S. imports, by sources and by months, January 1991-September 1992 

Item Kazakhstan Russia Ukraine Former USSR World 

Quantity (silicon-content short tons) 
1991: 

January ......................... 0 0 0 1,125 8,229 
February ........................ 0 0 0 3,026 9,818 
March ........................... 0 0 0 0 1,202 
April ........................... 0 0 0 0 10,670 
May ............................. 0 0 0 3,032 9,821 
June ............................ 0 0 0 3, 717 7,010 
July ............................ 0 0 0 946 12' 872 
August .......................... 0 0 0 0 13,050 
September . .- ..................... 0 0 0 4,614 14,011 
October ......................... 0 0 0 957 8,431 
November ........................ 0 0 0 287 9,764 
December ........................ 0 0 0 0 17,570 

1992: 
January ......................... 0 0 0 12,677 17,817 
February ........................ 0 0 0 0 11, 453 
March ........................... 0 0 0 0 9,916 
April ........................... 1,433 0 0 14,512 21,769 
May ............................. 1,199 793 0 0 23,567 
June ............................ 3,003 0 0 58 16,878 
July ............................ 0 0 0 0 6,705 
August .......................... 0 0 0 0 20,074 
September ....................... 0 0 0 0 20 600 

Value (l,000 dollars) 
1991: 

January ......................... 0 0 0 832 6,148 
February ......................... 0 0 0 1,997 6,978 
March ........................... 0 0 0 0 1,125 
April ........................... 0 0 0 0 7,205 
May ............................. 0 0 0 2,183 7,500 
June ............................ 0 0 0 2,714 5,072 
July ............................ 0 0 0 690 9,937 
August .......................... 0 0 0 0 9,334 
September ....................... 0 0 0 3,158 9,036 
October ......................... 0 0 0 699 6,298 
November ........................ 0 0 0 209 6,594 
December ........................ 0 0 0 0 11,481 

1992: 
January ......................... 0 0 0 8,324 11, 657 
February ........................ 0 0 0 0 7,926 
March ........................... 0 0 0 0 6,089 
April ........................... 955 0 0 9,664 14' 718 
May .......... ·.· ................. 798 518 0 0 15,005 
June ............................ 2,000 0 0 40 10,652 
July ................... ; ........ 0 0 0 0 4,930 
August .......................... 0 0 0 ,. 0 13,575 
September ....................... 0 0 0 0 14' 969 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 


